In this study, the authors examined the relations of Indonesian adolescents' socioemotional functioning to their majority-minority status and the presence of cross-religion friendships and whether sex moderated these relations. At Time 1, 1,254 7th graders and their peers in Bandung, Indonesia, reported on their friendships, prosocial behavior, and peer likability; months later, a selected sample of 250 youths and their teachers and parents rated the youths' social functioning and (mal)adjustment. When controlling for socioeconomic status and initial sociometric status, girls were generally higher in measures of adjustment, whereas majority children were lower in externalizing problems and, for boys, loneliness. For minority children's social competence and prosocial behavior at school, there was evidence of a buffering effect of having a cross-religion friend.
Minority group individuals, regardless of whether their status is attributable to racial, ethnic, religious, or stigmatized characteristics, are considered to be vulnerable in regard to their socioemotional and psychological development, especially if they are objects of prejudice. However, various factors might buffer the negative effects of minority group status. Using a short-term longitudinal design, this study addresses two questions: (a) Do children in a non-Western culture show deficits in socioemotional functioning depending on their minority or majority group status? and (b) does having a cross-group friendship predict socioemotional outcomes for minority and majority children?
According to the minority stress model (Meyer, 2003) , minority status is often associated with adverse social conditions that put stress on minority group members, and this stress predisposes them to psychological and physical health problems. Minority stress is believed to be additive (i.e., in addition to the general stressors that are experienced by all people), chronic, and socially based (i.e., it stems from social processes, institutions, and structures beyond the individual). There is mounting evidence for this perspective. Rejection and devaluation by the dominant group, for example, are sources of social stress associated with diminished well-being of adults (Postmes & Branscombe, 2002) . In addition, social stressors associated with the low socioeconomic status (SES; neighborhood violence and poorer parenting and monitoring) are characteristic of many (albeit not all) minority groups (Coll, 1990; Coll et al., 1996; McLoyd, 1990 McLoyd, , 1998 . Furthermore, minority group members are assumed to have fewer opportunities to control their environment, which could lead to reduced feelings of efficacy (see S. Graham, 1994) .
Nonetheless, investigators have also noted numerous factors that might buffer minority youths against risks because of discrimination or socioeconomic disadvantage. These include a strong family structure and associated support, familial socialization for interdependence (Harrison, Wilson, Pine, Chan, & Buriel, 1990; Parke & Buriel, 2006) , a strong ethnic identity (Yasui, Dorham, & Dishion, 2004) , and biculturalism and an ancestral worldview (Harrison et al., 1990) . It has also been suggested that stigmatized groups escape some of the potentially damaging effects of minority group status by attributing negative feedback to prejudice (Crocker & Major, 1989) and emphasizing positive distinctiveness within the minority group (see Deaux, 1993; Gray-Little & Hafdahl, 2000) . A related mechanism may be increased identification with one's own group-which has been linked to feelings of well-being-for minorities who are rejected by the majority group (Branscombe, Schmitt, & Harvey, 1999; Postmes & Branscombe, 2002) . Thus, it is not a foregone conclusion that social stress because of minority status is associated with increased psychological problems or a diminished sense of well-being.
Much of the discussion of the potential costs and benefits of minority status has been based on North American or (especially in the adult social psychological literature) European minorities; thus, it is important to study minority children in different cultures. The purpose of this study was to examine positive and negative socioemotional functioning of minority and majority children in Java, Indonesia, and to examine one factor that might affect minority children's development-peer involvement with majority peers. In particular, it is possible that having cross-group friendships (friendships between minority and majority youths) is associated with unique contributions to adjustment. Researchers have found that peer acceptance benefits youths and is linked to adjustment (e.g., Ladd & Kochenderfer, 1996; Ladd, 1999; Rubin, Bukowski, & Parker, 2006) . Interactions of minority children with majority peers may provide opportunities for learning social skills and norms that are adaptive in the majority culture and lead to more favorable perceptions by and greater acceptance from majority group members (or even minority group adults who are socializing children in that society). Moreover, having a close relationship with a majority group member may provide minority children with increased confidence regarding their own social skills. Intergroup friends may also be beneficial in some similar ways for majority youths, especially in the realm of developing empathy-related responding (i.e., prosocial behavior, sympathy, and perspective taking). In terms of problem behaviors, the degree to which peers undermine or enhance adjustment may depend on the characteristics of friends and the peer group (Rubin, Hastings, Chen, Stewart, & McNichol, 1998) ; thus, just having cross-group friends may not predict adjustment. However, if children feel accepted in the larger cultural group, they may be better adjusted, have more opportunities to develop their social skills and social self-efficacy, and/or be more motivated to behave in socially approved ways than minority children who feel alienated from the larger society (or majority children who perceive a lack of peer acceptance).
Unfortunately, researchers have infrequently investigated the socioemotional characteristics of children who vary in the extent to which they are friends with persons outside the in-group. In this study, we examined the relations of children's majority-minority status and friendships with children of another religion to individual differences in various socioemotional capacities in a short-term longitudinal study. In addition, by controlling potential confounding or explanatory variables, we tried to move closer to understanding causal relations that might underlie such associations.
Relations Between Socioemotional Functioning and Minority Group Status
As already discussed, there are conceptual reasons to expect minority and majority group children to differ in their real or perceived social competencies and adjustment, although the pattern of differences is likely to be complex and may be partly because of socioeconomic differences. Of particular relevance to this article is research on differences in majority versus minority youths in sympathy and prosocial behavior, social competence, and maladjustment.
There are relatively few studies of majority-minority group differences in empathy-related responding or prosocial behavior (e.g., helping or sharing) within a culture (rather than across cultures). However, in studies of cooperation, it appears that minority groups from cultures that emphasize interdependence (e.g., Mexican Americans) tend to be relatively more cooperative than European American children (see Eisenberg & Fabes, 1998 , for a review). Such differences may be because of variation in cultural expectations (Collier, 1996; Rotheram-Borus & Phinney, 1990) . Group differences in the prosocial tendencies of majority and minority groups likely vary in different cultures depending on the norms of the various subgroups in regard to prosocial behavior. On Java, majority group status would be expected to be associated with high levels of other-oriented prosocial responding (Mulder, 1996; Williams, 1991) , at least toward members of the majority population. It is unclear whether minority group members living on Java emphasize prosociality to the same degree as those in the majority group given the unusually high emphasis on prosocial behavior in the Javanese culture.
Researchers have found that children and adolescents typically view peers of the same ethnic-racial or country group more favorably than those from a different group (e.g., Aboud, 2003; Tarrant, 2002; Tarrant et al., 2001; Tarrant, North, & Hargreaves, 2004) . Thus, minority group children are relatively likely to experience problems in peer interactions with majority group members, which can lead to psychological distress and behavioral problems (Rubin et al., 2006) . Moreover, as already discussed, minority group members are believed to experience more stress than majority group members, which increases the likelihood of psychological problems (Meyer, 2003) . Indeed, there is some evidence that minority children are at risk for adjustment problems (Rutter, Yule, Berger, Yule, & Bagley, 1974) , even when controlling for SES (Yasui et al., 2004) . Such relations are likely more evident for disadvantaged than for advantaged minority group members (Schmitt, Branscombe, Kobrynowicz, & Owen, 2002) . In one of the few studies outside of North America, Atzaba-Poria, Pike, and Barrett (2004) found that minority Indian children in Great Britain were rated by their parents and teachers as having more internalizing, but not externalizing, problems than majority White children, even when SES was controlled.
In summary, prior findings have indicated that minority children may be at risk for deficits in their social development and adjustment, likely because of stress and prejudice. However, because most of the relevant research has been conducted in Western cultures, research in non-Western societies is desirable. In addition, it is possible that many of the differences that have been obtained are because minority group members are often socioeconomically disadvantaged-a factor not considered in some studies. In this study, we examined the relation between minority and majority group status and various indices of prosocial responding, social competence, and adjustment when SES was controlled in the analyses.
Relations Between Socioemotional Functioning and Cross-Group Friendships
There is some evidence that most of the friends of North American children are racially and/or ethnically similar to them (Aboud, Mendelson, & Purdy, 2003; Boulton & Smith, 1996; Hallinan & Teixeira, 1987b; Howes & Wu, 1990; cf. J. A. Graham & Cohen, 1997 , for contrary findings for European Americans). Yet the experience of having cross-group friends may have some benefits. For example, it appears that having cross-group social interactions may reduce prejudice (Tropp & Prenovost, 2008; see Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006) . Costs may include problems with mixing in-group and out-group friends and having time together in limited activities or locations (Aboud & Sankar, 2007) . Little is known about the characteristics of children and adolescents who vary in the extent to which they have close friendships with others from another race, ethnic group, or religion. Although there is little theory and few data pertaining to this issue, it would seem to be of considerable applied importance, especially in cultures with friction between religious or ethnic and racial groups.
Building on the discussion of Lease and Blake (2005) , there are several possible scenarios, not necessarily exclusive of one another, that can help to explain the effects of having an out-group friendship. One possibility is that children who are rejected by their in-group peers (particularly those who are members of the majority group) turn to members of another group for friendship. If so, children with cross-group friendships may be more poorly adjusted and lower in social skills than those who do not have such a friendship. Conversely, children who choose other-group friends may, as a consequence, be rejected by same-group peers. In the former case but not the latter, initial low levels of peer status account for the associations.
Other scenarios predict positive correlates of other-group friendship. For example, majority children who have a cross-group friendship might take the social risk of befriending a minority group peer because they are already better adjusted and more socially accepted than those without such a friendship. Moreover, adjusted and well-liked minority youths may have more opportunities for developing friendships with majority group members. Youths with cross-group friends may also be more prosocial, sympathetic, and better at perspective taking-characteristics that might motivate them to treat out-group peers with kindness and respect and to develop friendships with them (see Eisenberg, Fabes, & Spinrad, 2006) . Consistent with this idea, Aboud et al. (2003) found that children with cross-race friends were less prejudiced than those without such friends. Moreover, youths with cross-group friends may become more sympathetic and better at perspective taking because of their exposure to peers who differ in meaningful ways from themselves (and who may be targets of discrimination). Thus, the experience of a cross-group friendship should foster prosocial tendencies, regardless of the stability of a specific friendship. For those explanations in which peer status affects the selection of same-versus cross-group friends, controlling for peer status should eliminate an association between having a cross-group friendship and social competence or maladjustment.
The limited empirical findings on individual differences in children with and without cross-group friends are inconsistent. In one study of kindergarten and third graders in the United States, social status was unrelated to children having cross-ethnic friendships (Howes & Wu, 1990) . In contrast, Hallinan and Teixeira (1987a) found that majority and minority fourth-to seventh-grade children who were more popular with their own race were less likely to have cross-race friends. In a more recent study of elementary schoolchildren, Lease and Blake (2005) found that for African American girls (but not boys) and for European American boys and girls who were in classrooms in which they were the majority race, those with cross-race friends were generally higher in leadership and in popularity than those without cross-race friends. Boys with cross-race friends tended to be more selfconfident, and children (boys and girls) with cross-race friends were reported by their peers to be good listeners. African American boys with cross-race friends were viewed as shy. Discrepancies across studies could be a result of many factors, including historical period, differences in methods, or ethnic compositions of the sample.
Indonesia
The present study was conducted in Java, Indonesia. Reports of anthropologists, sociologists, and others are consistent in describing majority Javanese culture as emphasizing concern with the consequences of one's behavior for other members of one's group; suppression of negative, socially disruptive behaviors; and an emphasis on prosocial behaviors. Specifically, traditional Indonesian society (especially on Java) has been described as emphasizing cooperation, conformity to authority, harmonious relationships, community involvement, and shared goals (Koentjaraningrat, 1985; Magnis-Suseno, 1997; Mulder, 1996; Peacock, 1973) . The unregulated expression of anger appears to be especially frowned on in traditional Javanese culture (Geertz, 1976; Koentjaraningrat, 1985; Mulder, 1989 Mulder, , 1996 Van Beek, 1987) , and consistent with the focus on regulated behavior, in a series of studies Javanese youths reported lower levels of conflict in their friendships than did U.S. youths (French, Lee, & Pidada, 2006) . Javanese and Sundanese are the two largest ethnic groups within Indonesia and are the dominant ethnic groups in Java, but there are many minority groups. Citizens of Indonesia are required to belong to one of five officially designated religions. Approximately 90% of Indonesians are Muslim, including a very high percentage of Sundanese and most Javanese. Other ethnic groups in Indonesia are typically Christian (e.g., Batak), Hindu (e.g., Balinese), or Buddhist (Chinese Indonesians).
Religion is a central focus for many Indonesian youths; in a survey of 18-to 24-year-old youths, 100% of the Indonesian sample indicated that religion was very important in their daily life (Lippman & Keith, 2006) . Religious affiliation is also highly salient because it appears on official identification cards and is listed in most demographic databases. Religion is a required class in schools (both private and public). In many locales, most Muslim youths attend schools in which the vast majority of students are also Muslim, whereas Christian students typically attend private schools that are composed mostly of Catholic and Protestant youths, although a small minority of pupils may be Hindu, Buddhist, or Muslim. Thus, religion is a very important factor in the culture and in some regions divides people into potential in-groups and out-groups.
In past decades, and especially recently, there has been tension between the Muslim and Christian communities, and an emphasis on adhering to Muslim traditions has been on the rise (e.g., women covering their heads). In fact, for decades, Indonesia has been fractured by ethnic and religious conflicts. Perhaps contributing to these conflicts is a tendency of groups to extend the values of social harmony, empathy and sympathy, and prosocial behavior to members of their own groups but not to others who differ in either ethnicity or religion (Han & Park, 1995; Leung & Bond, 1984; Triandis, Leung, Villareal, & Clack, 1985) . In such an environment (as in many other countries), minority children might not feel integrated into the larger society. Thus, Java is an interesting location in which to study the correlates of minority status (religious or ethnic).
The Present Study
In this study, we examined the relations of minority versus majority status and sex and having a close cross-religion friend to Indonesian youths' prosocial tendencies, social competence, and adjustment. Majority youths were defined as those whose ethnicity was either Sundanese or Javanese and whose religion was Islam. Minority youths were defined as those whose religion was not Islam (mostly Christian) and/or who were not Javanese or Sundanese.
1 Youths reported on their prosocial tendencies and loneliness and provided information on the religion of their close friends. Multiple reporters provided information on youths' prosocial tendencies, social competence, and adjustment, and the design was longitudinal.
We tentatively predicted that majority youths, in comparison to minority youths, would be viewed as more socially competent by teachers (and perhaps parents) and would be perceived as more prosocial and sympathetic. In addition, because of feelings of belongingness in the majority culture, which strongly values selfregulation and constrained behavior, and/or minority group children's potential alienation, we expected majority youths to be lower in externalizing problems, less lonely than minority youths, and perhaps higher in adult-reported socially appropriate behavior. We expected all of these differences to emerge even when SES was controlled because of the emphasis on minority versus majority status in Indonesia, regardless of economic standing. In addition, we also controlled for initial sociometric status (i.e., peer likability) to lessen the probability that differences in the initial popularity of minority and majority children might account for any subsequent association between majority-minority status and maladjustment or socially appropriate behavior.
We further hypothesized that minority youths with close crossreligion friends would likely benefit over time from their acceptance by a majority group member because of the opportunities and feelings of social integration that such a friendship might bring. We viewed our assessment of cross-religion friendships as providing information on whether the individual had the experience of a cross-religion friendship; we did not hypothesize that a given friendship had to persist over time for there to be a relation between having a cross-group friendship and youths' socioemotional development. Indeed, it is likely that youths who are open to cross-group friendships are relatively likely to develop other crossgroup relationships even if a specific cross-group friendship does not persist. We expected minority youths with cross-religion friendships to be viewed by adults as higher in social functioning and perhaps better adjusted than minority adolescents without such friendships. These benefits might accrue from opportunities to learn social behaviors that are accepted in the majority culture, adoption of the prosocial norms in the majority culture, feelings of integration in the larger society, and/or more positive adult perceptions of minority children if they are well liked by majority group peers. Alternatively, such an association could emerge if popular and socially skilled minority youths, in comparison to less well-liked and skilled children, have less difficulty gaining acceptance from, and forming friendships with, peers from another group. One way to test the latter hypothesis is to control for initial sociometric status when examining the relations across time between having a cross-group friend and later socioemotional competence. If minority youths with cross-religion friends are viewed as more prosocial, socially appropriate, and adjusted than those without such friends when controlling for their social status at the beginning of the study, it is unlikely that the pattern of findings is a result of more popular minority youths being more acceptable to cross-religion peers.
For majority youths, we predicted that cross-religion friendships would also foster their prosocial behavior, sympathy, and perspective taking. Alternatively, majority youths who are rejected by other majority peers might seek out minority friends in their schools or neighborhood (if they are perceived as being of lower status); thus, we also conducted analyses in which majority youths' initial social status was controlled. Because majority youths, in comparison to minority youths, may be viewed negatively by their high-status, majority group peers if they have cross-religion friendships, we expected less consistent relations between majority group children's cross-religion friendships and positive developmental outcomes.
There was reason to expect sex differences to emerge in Indonesian youths' socioemotional functioning. Consistent with findings of sex differences in friendships and in socioemotional functioning in Western cultures (e.g., Rubin et al., 1998) , French, Rianasari, Pidada, Nelwan, and Buhrmester (2001) found that Indonesian girls reported higher intimacy and affection in their friendships than did Indonesian boys. In Western societies, prosocial functioning and self-regulation are typically more characteristic of girls than of boys (Eisenberg & Fabes, 1998; Else-Quest, Hyde, Goldsmith, & Van Hulle, 2006) . Consistent with such findings, found that parents and teachers rated Indonesian girls higher in social competence and lower in problem behaviors compared with Indonesian boys.
Moreover, sex might moderate some relations between majority-minority or friendship status and adjustment and socially competent functioning. In studies in Western industrial countries, sex has been found to moderate the relation of minority status to having cross-race friends (J. A. Graham & Cohen, 1997; Hallinan & Teixeira, 1987b) . Consequently, although we had no specific hypotheses regarding moderation by sex, we examined sex differences in relations.
Method
The study included an initial screening in which we collected limited self-report data on a large sample (Time 1, henceforth labeled T1) and an additional assessment (T2) in which data were collected from a selected subsample (targeting majority and minority adolescents with and without cross-religion friends) for more intensive study (data from youths, parents, and/or teachers were obtained). The time between T1 and T2 was on average 7.65 months (SD ϭ 1.39).
Participants
The primary participants were seventh-grade students in Bandung, Indonesia. Bandung, a city of about two million, is primarily populated by two majority ethnicities-Sundanese and, to a lesser extent, Javanese. Sundanese and Javanese cultures are similar with respect to norms of behavior and child rearing (Frederick & Worden, 1993; Peacock, 1973) . The city also contains large populations of Chinese Indonesians as well as other ethnic minorities from across the archipelago. Whereas most of the population is Muslim, substantial numbers of religious minorities (Christians and Buddhists) also live there. Various religious and ethnic groups typically live in close proximity so youths may have cross-religion friends in their neighborhood; however, the schools are generally segregated such that most Christian children go to private Christian schools.
Time 1
At T1, we surveyed (with student assent and parent consent) 1,254 seventh-grade students (636 girls and 618 boys; mean age ϭ 13.34 years, SD ϭ 0.71; range ϭ 11 to 17.5 years), including youths in 27 classrooms from four public, primarily Muslim schools and in 11 classrooms from three private Christian schools, to select a subsample of students with and without cross-religion friends. The religious minority youths (and most of the ethnic minority youths) were selected from private Christian schools. All the Muslim participants were selected from the predominantly Muslim public schools. The average proportion of Christian youths in the Christian schools was 0.88 (SD ϭ 0.08; range ϭ 0.74 -1.00), whereas the average proportion of Muslim youth in the Muslim schools was 0.94 (SD ϭ 0.02; range ϭ 0.90 -0.98).
The initial (T1) group included 959 Muslim youths (76.5% of the sample), 289 Christian youths (23.0%), 1 Hindu youth, 3 Buddhist youths, and 2 youths who did not report their religious backgrounds. They included 1,004 from ethnic majority groups (776 Sundanese and 228 Javanese) and 248 from ethnic minority groups (3 Bali, 146 Batak, 16 Minang, 4 Maluku, 33 Chinese, and 46 from other minority groups); 2 additional adolescents did not report their ethnic status. On the basis of their ethnic and religious background, we formed two groups from the overall sample: 358 minority youths (a youth was included in this group if he or she was from a religious or ethnic minority; 65 Muslims in this group were ethnic minorities and 109 Christians were ethnic majorities) and 896 majority youths (a youth was included in this group if he or she was from both the religious majority [i.e., Muslim] and the ethnic majority [i.e., Javanese or Sundanese]). The 4 youths who had missing data were classified on the basis of the information that they provided (minority: n ϭ 2; majority: n ϭ 2); they were not selected for follow-up. About 40% of the parents graduated junior high school, 14% graduated high school, and the remaining percentage attended at least some college. We used this group to select the subsample used in the later follow-up assessments (on the basis of friendship choices) and to provide information on students' sociometric status at T1.
Time 2
From the participants at T1, we targeted a selected sample of Christians from the Christian private schools and Muslims from the primarily Muslim public schools for participation in the T2 assessment. We sought to include approximately 80 -90 Christians and 80 -90 Muslims, with approximately half of whom selfreported having a close other-religion friend (and the other half as not having such a friend). In addition, because so few Muslims had cross-religion friends, to enhance the sample of Muslim youths we randomly selected an additional 101 Muslim youths from the T1 group not already selected and added them to the sample (this was done because a group of Muslim students was going to be followed for other purposes, and we needed a larger sample).
At T2, 250 adolescents participated (137 girls and 113 boys; mean age ϭ 13.89 years, SD ϭ 0.74; range ϭ 12.34 -17.42 years); 73 had a cross-religion friend (32 Christian and 41 Muslim youths; 39 girls and 34 boys; mean age ϭ 13.95 years, SD ϭ 0.80 years), and 177 did not have a cross-religion friend (35 Christian and 142 Muslim youths; 98 girls and 79 boys; mean age ϭ 13.86 years, SD ϭ 0.72 years).
2 On the basis of similar criteria used at T1 for creating majority (being Javanese or Sundanese and Muslim) and minority (being from an ethnic minority group or Christian) groups, there were 175 adolescents who were in the majority group (all Muslim; 136 Sundanese and 39 Javanese; 99 girls and 76 boys; mean age ϭ 13.86 years, SD ϭ 0.70 years), and 75 were minorities (67 Christians, of whom 42 were also ethnic minorities, and 8 ethnic minority Muslims; 38 girls and 37 girls; mean age ϭ 13.95 years, SD ϭ 0.84 years). Students' ethnic minorities included 33 Batak, 3 Minang, 10 Chinese, and 6 from other minority groups. Youths' parents (n ϭ 246) and teachers (n ϭ 32) also participated. At T2, a majority of the teachers' ethnicities and religious backgrounds matched their students. More specifically, 17 of the 21 teachers at the predominantly Muslim schools were Muslim (there were 2 Christian and 2 Hindu teachers), and most were from an ethnic majority (18 Sundanese and 1 Javanese; 2 Bali, an ethnic minority group). At the private schools, all 11 teachers were Christian and primarily from an ethnic majority (5 Sundanese and 3 Javanese; 3 reported being from an ethnic minority-1 Chinese and 2 nonspecified ethnic minority).
A list of jobs in the local economy was created and then reliably ranked on a scale ranging from 1 (lower class) to 5 (upper class) by two independent raters who were native to the local economy, r(123) ϭ .73. Next, parents' jobs and education level were ranked according to this scheme for SES, r(149) ϭ .88, p Ͻ .001 (with ϭ .81; exact agreement between the two raters was 85%; disagreements were resolved by discussion and consensus). Approximately 31% of the families were considered lower class; 32%, middle class; and 37%, upper middle to upper class 2 In regard to friendships, we chose to select only other-religion friends because the groups were drastically imbalanced when both religion and ethnicity of friends were used as criteria. When both cross-religion and cross-ethnicity friendships were considered as criteria, only 22 of 175 majority youths had cross-group friendships, whereas 34 of 75 minority youths had these friendships. Therefore, using only religion as the criteria for other-group friends was the best approach to comparing minority and majority children and made sense in this culture in which religion is a major distinction. Nonetheless, the results using the best approach to group distinctions and both religion and ethnicity for classification were the same with the exception of one interaction becoming marginal (for Christians, a participant received a score of 1 if she or he had both types of friends but not necessarily the same friend; n ϭ 31; for Muslims, a participant received a score of 1 if she or he had either type of friend; n ϭ 74). Minorities with a cross-religion friend compared with minorities without a cross-religion friend were marginally higher in socially appropriate behavior.
(4 parents did not report their income and work status so SES could not be calculated).
Attrition Analyses
To examine attrition from the youths who participated at T2 and those who did not participate at T2, we computed chi-squares with demographic variables as the dependent variables (adolescents' sex, majority-minority status, and friendship status) and attrition status (participated or not participated at T2) as the independent variables. None of the chi-squares was significant. In a set of analyses of variance, attrition status was unrelated to T1 peer likability and T1 other-oriented tendencies. In summary, the attrition analyses provide evidence that the sample at T2 was not significantly different in demographic variables, peer likability, and other-oriented tendencies from those youths who were not selected to participate.
Measures
At T1, we assessed students' friendship nominations and sociometric status. In addition, we assessed measures of adolescents' self-reported socioemotional functioning at T1 (prosocial behavior and perspective taking only) and T2. Additionally, parents and teachers reported on adolescents' socioemotional functioning at T2 (see Table 1 for means and standard deviations). All variables were normally distributed (for normality criteria, see Curran, West, & Finch, 1996) .
Cross-Religion and Non-Cross-Religion Friends
At T1, students nominated up to four friends at school and four friends outside of school. Youths reported on their friends' religious and ethnic backgrounds. We used these nominations to classify students into two groups: (a) those with at least one friendship either inside or outside of school that crossed religious boundaries and (b) those who did not select any cross-religion friends (see Participants section for the sample sizes). Very few (n ϭ 4) of the Muslim youths had more than one Christian or cross-ethnic friend (n ϭ 9). Additionally, only 7 Christian youths had more than 1 Muslim friend; a majority of the Christians (n ϭ 53) had multiple cross-ethnic friends because of school composition.
Social Competence
We assessed youths' social acceptance (likability) using peers' nominations and their socially appropriate behavior by means of teachers' reports.
Peer-reported likability. At T1, adolescents were asked how much they like to play or hang out with their fellow classmates on a 5-point scale (ranging from 1 ϭ very much prefer not to hang out with this student to 5 ϭ would very much like to hang out with this student). Each student's mean peer likability score was standardized within the school (youths per school ϭ 89 to 461; youths per classroom ϭ 21 to 49) and then calculated in two ways: (a) using ratings of all students in the class and (b) using only same-religion students in the class. Because these two scores were highly correlated (.97), we used the sociometric scores obtained from all students in the classroom in the analyses.
Teacher-reported socially appropriate behavior. At T2, teachers rated youths' socially appropriate behavior (e.g., "Compared to other children this child's age, this child has very good social skills"; four items, ␣ ϭ .77; Eisenberg et al., 1995) on a 4-point scale ranging from 1 (really true) to 4 (really false). This scale has previously been used in Java, Indonesia (Eisenberg, Liew, & Pidada, 2004; ).
Loneliness and Externalizing Problems (T2)
At T2, youths' loneliness was assessed with self-reports, whereas their externalizing behavioral problems were assessed with self-reports and teachers' and parents' reports.
Self-reported loneliness. Adolescents at T2 reported on their loneliness using a 14 items (e.g., "I don't have anyone to play with") rated on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree strongly) to 5 (agree; ␣ ϭ .90; Parker & Asher, 1993) . Self-reported externalizing behavioral problems. At T2, adolescents reported on their engagement in problem behavior using a 19-item measure (e.g., "During the past twelve months, how often did you lie to your parents or guardians?"; Dishion, 2004 ) rated on a 7-point scale ranging from 0 (never) to 6 (almost everyday) or a 5-point scale ranging from 0 (never) to 4 (more than seven times), depending on the item (␣ ϭ .79; items were standardized before forming the composite). One of the original items on the scale was not included in the composite because it had zero variance.
Teacher-and parent-reported externalizing problems. Teachers and parents rated adolescents' externalizing problems at T2 using a 24-item scale ranging from 1 (never) to 4 (always; e.g., "Easily upset, annoyed or irritated," "Argues," "Disobedient"; Lochman & Conduct Problems Prevention Research Group, 1995; ␣s ϭ .94 and .90) . This scale has been used successfully in Bandung , 2004 .
Prosocial Behavior (T1 and T2)
We assessed prosocial behavior with self-and other-reports.
Self-reported prosocial behavior. At T1 and T2, youths' selfreported prosocial behavior (10 items; e.g., "I never wait to help others when they ask for it") was rated on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (does not describe me at all) to 5 (describes me greatly; ␣s ϭ .78 and .82, respectively); the items were selected from Carlo, Hausmann, Christiansen, and Randall's (2003) Emotional, Dire, Anonymous, Altruistic, and Compliant Prosocial subscales.
Teacher-and parent-reported prosocial behavior. At T2, teachers rated youths' prosocial behavior using four items from Crick (1996; e.g., " This child is helpful to peers"; ␣ ϭ .83) rated on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (never true) to 5 (never false). Primary caregivers also rated adolescents' prosocial behavior using this measure (␣ ϭ .64).
Sympathy-Perspective Taking (T1 and T2)
We assessed sympathy-perspective taking with self-and otherreports.
Self-reported sympathy-perspective taking. At T1 and T2, adolescents rated on a scale ranging from 1 (does not describe me) to 7 (describes me very well) their sympathy (e.g., "I often have tender, concerned feelings for people less fortunate than me") and perspective taking (e.g., "I sometimes try to understand my friends better by imagining how things look from their perspective") using the Empathic Concern and Perspective Taking subscales of Davis's (1994) Interpersonal Reactivity Index. At T1, youths' self-reported sympathy and perspective taking were not reliably assessed as individual subscales (␣s ϭ .52 and .57; 2 items were dropped because of low item-scale correlation, perhaps resulting from translation issues). These two scales were moderately correlated, r(283) ϭ .51, p Ͻ .001. In several cultures, researchers have found modest, positive relations between perspective taking and empathy-sympathy in adolescence (Davis & Franzoi, 1991; Eisenberg, Zhou, & Koller, 2001; Estrada, 1995; Karniol, Gabay, Ochion, & Harari, 1998) . Therefore, the remaining 12 items in the Empathic Concern and Perspective Taking subscales-both viewed as aspects of empathy broadly defined (Davis, 1994 )-were combined and treated as a single scale at both T1 and T2 (␣s ϭ .71 and .73, respectively).
Teacher-and parent-reported sympathy-perspective taking. At T2, teachers and parents rated youths' sympathy-perspective taking using the same items with slight rewordings in regard to the pronoun-target person (12 items; ␣s ϭ .85 and .76, respectively).
Data Reduction for Prosocial Tendencies
To form a more complete construct of youths' altruistic behaviors and to reduce the number of variables, we formed a composite of youths' prosocial behavior and sympathy-perspective taking for each reporter (at each assessment). Within reporter, these measures were moderately positively related (correlations within time and reporter ranged from .46 to .61). Each measure was standardized and then averaged together. For brevity, we labeled this composite other-oriented tendencies.
Results

Agreement Between Reporters on Similar Constructs
Although self-reported other-oriented tendencies were somewhat stable between T1 and T2, r(248) ϭ .48, p Ͻ .001, parents', teachers', and youths' reports of other-oriented tendencies were not significantly related at T2. However, teachers' reports of youths' externalizing behaviors were at least nearly significantly related to those of youths and parents, rs(243 and 239) ϭ .24 and .12, ps Ͻ .01 and .10, respectively (youths' and parents' reports were not related). Moreover, as would be expected, T2 teachers' reports of youths' socially appropriate behavior were negatively related to youths' and parents' reports of externalizing problems, rs(243 and 239) ϭ Ϫ.23 and Ϫ.15, ps Ͻ .001 and .05, respectively, although these relations are modest.
Associations of Majority-Minority Status, Friendship Status, and Sex to Indices of Socioemotional Functioning
We conducted 2 (friendship status) ϫ 2 (minority vs. majority) ϫ 2 (sex) analyses of covariance (ANCOVAs) controlling for SES and T1 peer likability to examine the associations of adolescents' majority-minority status, friendship status (youths' status in regard to having a friend of a different religious background), and sex to various measures of socioemotional functioning. Analyses reported were conducted with minority children including the 8 Muslim ethnic minority children; however, results without these 8 children were very similar for all analyses. For all analyses, univariate Fs are reported and simple effects were tested using Fisher's Least Significance Difference.
Before examining the major hypotheses, we assessed whether SES differed across groups. SES was significantly higher for majority youths than for minority youths, t(279) ϭ 4.55, p Ͻ .001 (Ms ϭ 3.16 and 2.63, SDs ϭ 0.92 and 0.91, respectively). There were no significant differences between youths with and without cross-religion friends and no differences between girls and boys. However, minority youths without a cross-religion friend were of higher SES than minority youths with a cross-religion friend, t(72) ϭ 1.97, p ϭ .05 (Ms ϭ 2.78 and 2.35, SDs ϭ 1.03 and 0.77, respectively; majority youths were similar regardless of friendship status). SES was also higher for students at the public Muslim schools (M ϭ 3.16, SD ϭ 0.90) compared with students at the private Christian schools (M ϭ 2.58, SD ϭ 0.93), t(279) ϭ 4.86, p Ͻ .001 (which is not surprising because only 8 ethnic minority Muslim children went to the public schools). Because SES differences might partly account for differences in the functioning of minority and majority youths, SES was controlled in the major analyses, although we also conducted analyses comparing majority-minority differences without controlling for SES to enable comparison with other studies. Additionally, we controlled for youths' initial peer status (as rated by peers) in all major analyses. Finally, for self-reported prosocial behavior at T2, we controlled for self-reported prosocial behavior at T1 to see whether the difference in prosocial behavior across time was predicted by the independent variables.
We organized the findings by variable because one ANCOVA per variable was used to test whether the dependent variable differed across the sexes, for youths with cross-religion friends and without, and whether there were interactions among these variables. Table 2 provides a summary so it is easy to see whether there were consistent main effects of sex, friendship group, or majority-minority status, as well as whether there were interactions.
Loneliness and Externalizing Problems: T2
Self-reported loneliness. In a 2 (sex) ϫ 2 (majority-minority status) ϫ 2 (friendship status) ANCOVA with youths' selfreported loneliness as a dependent variable (controlling SES and peer likability at T1), there was a first-order effect of sex and a significant Sex ϫ Majority-Minority Status interaction, Fs(1, 237) ϭ 9.27 and 5.72, ps Ͻ .01 and .02, 2 s ϭ .04 and .02, respectively. Girls reported more loneliness than boys (Ms ϭ 4.30 and 4.02, SDs ϭ 0.41 and 0.77, respectively). In tests of simple effects, minority boys reported being significantly higher in loneliness than majority boys (Ms ϭ 4.19 and 3.85, SDs ϭ 0.72 and 0.78, respectively), F(1, 237) ϭ 6.70, p ϭ .01, 2 ϭ .03. There was no difference between minority and majority girls (Ms ϭ 4.25 and 4.34, SDs ϭ 0.38 and 0.42, respectively). This pattern of findings held whether or not SES and T1 peer status were covaried.
Teacher-reported externalizing problems. In a 2 (sex) ϫ 2 (majority-minority status) ϫ 2 (friendship status) ANCOVA with teachers' reports of behavioral problems as the dependent variable (covarying SES and T1 peer likability), we found a significant main effect of majority-minority status and a marginal main effect of sex, Fs(1, 247) ϭ 5.58 and 3.01, ps ϭ .02 and .08, 2 s ϭ .02 and .01, respectively. Teachers rated minority adolescents, in comparison to majority adolescents, as higher in externalizing behavior (Ms ϭ 1.73 and 1.56, SDs ϭ 0.53 and 0.45, respectively) and boys as marginally higher than girls (Ms ϭ 1.71 and 1.59, SDs ϭ 0.46 and 0.49, respectively). The same pattern of results was obtained when SES and peer status were not covaried in the analysis.
Parent-reported externalizing problems. We computed a similar ANCOVA with parents' reports of adolescents' externalizing problems as the dependent variable. We found a significant main effect of majority-minority status, F(1, 233) ϭ 5.96, p ϭ .02, 2 ϭ .03. Parents, like teachers, reported that minority adolescents had significantly more externalizing problems than majority adolescents (M ϭ 1.88 and 1.72, SDs ϭ 0.45 and 0.38, respectively). The same pattern of results was obtained when SES and peer status were not covaried in the analysis.
Self-reported externalizing behavioral problems. In a 2 (sex) ϫ 2 (majority-minority status) ϫ 2 (friendship status) ANCOVA with youths' self-reports of behavioral problems as the 
Socially Appropriate Behavior
We computed a (sex) ϫ 2 (majority-minority status) ϫ 2 (friendship status) ANCOVA (controlling SES and T1 peer status) with youths' teacher-reported socially appropriate behavior as the dependent variable. There was a significant main effect of sex and a significant Majority-Minority Status ϫ Friendship Status interaction, Fs(1, 247) ϭ 9.33 and 6.40, p Ͻ .01 and p ϭ .01, 2 s ϭ .04 and .03, respectively. Teachers reported that girls were significantly higher in socially appropriate behavior than boys (Ms ϭ 3.47 and 3.21, SDs ϭ 0.54 and 0.64, respectively). On the basis of the tests of simple effects, minority youths with a cross-religion friend (M ϭ 3.52, SD ϭ 0.61) were significantly higher in socially appropriate behavior than minority youths without a cross-religion friend (M ϭ 3.23, SD ϭ 0.70), F(1, 247) ϭ 4.63, p ϭ .03, 2 ϭ .02.
3 Minority youths with a cross-religion friend were even higher than majority youths with a cross-religion friend (M ϭ 3.23, SD ϭ 0.60) in socially appropriate behavior, F(1, 247) ϭ 4.21, p ϭ .04, 2 ϭ .02. There was no significant difference between majority youths with and without a cross-religion friend (M ϭ 3.38, SD ϭ 0.56). The pattern of findings did not change when SES and peer status were not covaried.
Prosocial Behavior and Sympathy-Perspective Taking
We present the findings for youths', teachers', and parents' reports separately.
Self-reported other-oriented tendencies. We computed a 2 (sex) ϫ 2 (majority-minority status) ϫ 2 (friendship status) ANCOVA with SES, peer likability, and T1 self-reported otheroriented tendencies with T2 self-reported other-oriented tendencies as the aggregated dependent variable. There were no significant univariate effects, even when self-reported other-oriented tendencies at T1 were not controlled.
Teacher-reported other-oriented tendencies. In a 2 (sex) ϫ 2 (majority-minority status) ϫ 2 (friendship status) ANCOVA with teachers' reports of other-oriented tendencies as the dependent variable, we found a significant main effect of sex and a significant Majority/Minority ϫ Friendship Status interaction, Fs(1, 248) ϭ 26.13 and 9.39, ps Ͻ .001 and .01, 2 s ϭ .10 and .04, respectively. Teachers rated girls significantly higher in other-oriented tendencies than boys (Ms ϭ 0.22 and Ϫ0.40, SDs ϭ 0.78 and 0.94). On the basis of tests of simple effects, teachers rated minority youths with cross-religion friends (M ϭ 0.14, SD ϭ 0.80) higher than minority youths without cross-religion friends (M ϭ Ϫ0.36, SD ϭ 0.94) in other-oriented tendencies, F(1, 248) ϭ 6.98, p ϭ .01, 2 ϭ .03. There were no differences for majority adolescents with and without cross-religion friends (Ms ϭ Ϫ0.20 and 0.05, SDs ϭ 1.08 and 0.85). Findings were the same when only SES was covaried and when there were no covariates.
4
Parent-reported other-oriented tendencies. We computed a 2 (sex) ϫ 2 (majority-minority status) ϫ 2 (friendship status) ANCOVA for parents' reports of adolescents' other-oriented tendencies. There was a marginal Sex ϫ Majority-Minority interaction, which was qualified by a significant Sex ϫ MajorityMinority ϫ Friendship interaction, Fs(1, 233) ϭ 3.22 and 7.11, ps ϭ .07 and .01, 2 s ϭ .01 and .03, respectively. To examine the three-way interaction, we split the data by sex. For girls, there was a significant Majority-Minority ϫ Friendship interaction, F(1, 127) ϭ 2.86, p ϭ .03, 2 ϭ .04. In tests of simple effects, majority girls with a cross-religion friend were higher than minority girls with a cross-religion friend (Ms ϭ 0.36 and Ϫ0.30, SDs ϭ 0.64 and 0.99, respectively), F(1, 127) ϭ 5.90, p ϭ .02, 2 ϭ .04. Majority and minority girls without cross-religion friends were rated similarly by their parents (Ms ϭ 0.08 and 0.13, SDs ϭ 0.82 and 0.46, respectively). Boys were similar regardless of majorityminority and friendship status. Findings were the same when only SES was covaried and when there were no covariates.
Discussion
This study is relatively unique in its focus on the socioemotional correlates of adolescents' minority-majority status and the correlates of having a cross-religion friend in a non-Western society. In Indonesia, religion is an important social category, perhaps even overshadowing ethnicity as a source of identity.
5 Moreover, unlike in most prior studies of cross-group friendships, the data were from multiple reporters. Moreover, we know of no other study of cross-group relationships in which youths' initial peer status was controlled in the analyses so as to address the possibility that individual differences in peer status account for obtained findings.
The minorities in this study were similar to many minority groups in that they tended to be lower in SES than those in the majority sample. Minority adolescents were also disadvantaged in regard to their adjustment, including their parent-and teacherreported externalizing behavior and self-reported loneliness (for boys). The aforementioned findings remained when controlling for SES, suggesting that SES was not the sole explanation for the pattern 3 The same pattern of results was obtained for different teachers' ratings on an assessment that occurred 3 months after T1 and is not reported in this article. 4 At an assessment 3 months after T1, using different teachers, we obtained the same pattern of results.
5 At T1, children answered three questions about their ethnic and religious identity using a 4-point scale ranging from 1 (very low) to 4 (very high; adapted from Gurin, Peng, Lopez, & Nagda, 1999) . Ethnic and religious identity were computed from these items: (a) importance of group (e.g., "How important is your identity in this group to the way you think about yourself"); (b) pride of group (e.g., "How proud do you feel when a member of your group accomplishes something outstanding?"); and (c) affected by group (e.g., "What is the extent to which something that happens in your life is affected by what happens to other people in your group?"; ␣s ϭ .54 and .46). For both Muslims and Christians, religious identity was significantly higher than ethnic identity, t(957) ϭ 26.23, p Ͻ .001 (for Muslims, Ms ϭ 3.27 and 2.78, SDs ϭ 0.51 and 0.63), respectively, and t(288) ϭ 9.21, p Ͻ .001 (for Christians, Ms ϭ 3.18 and 2.86, SDs ϭ 0.56 and 0.59, respectively). of findings. In addition, these results held when controlling for initial peer status. Perhaps youths who were not from the majority social group often felt somewhat isolated, unworthy, or stressed because of factors associated with minority status (e.g., prejudice and reduced social opportunities), and these experiences contributed to their problem behaviors and loneliness. Such a finding would be consistent with a minority stress model (Meyer, 2003) .
This pattern of findings does not seem attributable to biases of the teachers against Christian and minority youths. Teachers did not rate minority youths as a group as lower in socially appropriate behavior or other-oriented tendencies. Although teachers did rate minorities as higher in externalizing problems, parents did too (and self-reported externalizing problems were marginally higher for minority youths when SES was not controlled). This apparent lack of bias may be because teachers were generally of the same religious background as the students (although, for minority Christian youths, they were sometimes of another ethnicity).
There was also evidence that minority adolescents who had a close friendship with a person of a different religion than their own were more socially skilled than minority youths who did not. They were viewed by their teachers as higher in prosocial behavior and/or sympathy-perspective taking and as more socially appropriate (and these findings held for ratings by two groups of teachers; see footnotes 3 and 4). Because this pattern of findings was still obtained when initial peer status and SES were covaried, it is not likely that the pattern of findings is because popular minority adolescents were more prosocial and had more opportunities to develop cross-religion friends.
Indeed, although not conclusive, the data also do not support the view that minority youths without cross-group friends are viewed as less socially skilled simply because they lack social skills (i.e., were not liked by peers, which was assessed at T1 and controlled in the analyses); rather, the pattern of findings is consistent with the notion that there are socially relevant consequences for minorities of having a cross-group friend. Acceptance by at least one member of the majority peer culture may have some benefits for minority youths, at least in this region of Indonesia. Such acceptance might open social opportunities for the youths, provide opportunities to develop social skills that are normative, and/or bolster their feelings of social wellbeing. Thus, they may be more attuned to the norms of the dominant culture or they may be viewed by adults as adapting to the majority culture. It is interesting to note that having a cross-religion friend was not associated with fewer externalizing problems, perhaps because youths tend to choose friends who are similar to themselves in regard to problem behaviors (Gavin & Furman, 1996; Poulin et al., 1997; Rubin et al., 2006 ). An important future direction is to examine this issue across a more extended time period with multiple measures of social skills and adjustment.
For majority group children, having a cross-religion friend did not appear to be associated with adults' perceptions of their social competence or adjustment. This may be because of the diversity of factors associated with such friendships for majority youths. For some, being socially skilled may give them the freedom to choose whom they please for friends (even if that friend is not as popular), whereas other majority youths may select other-group friends because of their low status in the majority group. Some majority youths may have had relatively few opportunities to develop such friendships because most of the peers they met were majority youths. Perhaps for majority youths, most of whom named multiple close friends, having a cross-religion friend was simply of more limited social significance than for minorities.
There were instances of moderation by sex; for instance, minority boys, but not girls, reported more loneliness than their majority peers. Moreover, for girls, majority youths with a crossgroup friend were higher on parent-reported other-oriented tendencies than minority girls with a cross-group friend, whereas no difference was found between minority and majority boys. Schmitt et al. (2002) found that perceived gender discrimination had more negative consequences for women than for men and hypothesized that it was because of differences in the groups' relative positions within the social structure. It is likely that in Indonesia women are lower in status than men (in part because of gender roles in Islam, with the consequence that discrimination for minority status compounds any effect of discrimination based on sex). However, findings of moderation by sex were limited and may have been a result of chance.
Sex differences in mean levels of the various measures of socioemotional functioning were frequent and consistent with findings in North America (see Dodge, Coie, & Lynam, 2006; Eisenberg & Fabes, 1998; Rubin et al., 2006) . Girls were rated by teachers as more other-oriented (prosocial and high in sympathyperspective taking) and socially appropriate than were boys. In addition, girls reported more loneliness, whereas boys were higher in self-reported externalizing problems (and nearly significantly higher in teacher-reported externalizing problems). These findings indicate that the gender roles in Bandung are similar in some respects to those in North America. Because Bandung is a large city that is not isolated from Western media, some similarities in gender differences are not surprising.
Strengths of this study include the multiple reporters and the use of a non-Western culture, as well as the short-term longitudinal design and the ability to control for students' SES and initial peer status. Limitations include the fact that behavioral measures were not included, and we did not have information on whether the friendships were reciprocated. In addition, it would have been desirable to have assessed all variables at T1 and T2 (so we could have controlled for initial levels of variables in all analyses) and to have a longer time period between the assessments (to assess stability and change in the measures, as well as longer term relations between variables). Although not possible in this study, it would be desirable to conduct a similar study in schools with considerable numbers of both minority and majority youths so the youths' other-group friends could have all been from school rather than, in many cases, from outside of the school context. It is possible that having a cross-group friend outside of school affects adolescents' behavior and status to a lesser degree or differently than having a cross-group friend in the school context (where the relationship can be observed by teachers and peers). In the future, it would also be worthwhile to obtain in-depth information on the course of the friendships from both participants to assess the quality of the perceived relationship from both participants' perspectives and the convergence in friends' perspectives. Moreover, a limitation of our work is that that we did not measure adolescents' perceptions of discrimination from peers and teachers to better account for the dynamics of specific friendships in the larger peer and school context. A final limitation is that we cannot definitively determine cause-and-effect relations with our data; thus, multiple interpretations are possible for some of the relations.
